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Purposes

"The purpose of this étudy was to examine the oral language and some
of the influences on oral language ofcsﬁudents from five to nine years
old in North York schools. This age span is an important one for the
development of language and coincides with the first years of formal
éddcation¢ Related to the use of language are the interpersonal relation-
ships with other students and.with the teacher, the student's language
background; and other factors in his life outéide’schqolq Concerning
language itself several aspects were analysed. These include expressions
of cause, condition, supposition, and hypothesié (collectively called
tentativity), and structural complexity. The functions of language as it
is used in actual situations was explored. These Fﬁnctions include asking
and answering questions, showing awarehess of the other pa(?E:ipants in the
conversation, and adding new information to the conversétign.

The study was not to be descriptive alone. Aﬁothe; objective was to
invelve the teachers in channelliné the resaafch so it could ba useful to
them. When it was possible, therefore, the sinvestigators took time to
discues the research approach with the ;eachers and pfincipals. ~~Before
the detailed analysis of the materials was begun, each teacher wasAapproéched
with the provisional\method of analysis so that he had an opportunity‘ta
question ﬁhe investigators on what was being done and to suggest additional
points for analysis. The co-operation of the teachers has helped this
~ project towards its research-oriented goals and heéped, we believe, the
- teachers to gain -an- increased awareness of some aspects of their studenég'

language. THe investigators would recommend similar ca-operation in

future research projects.




_stages of the project teachers were supplied with taps-:ecorderb and

#,
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L
Rasic Method of Gathering Dapa

\,ﬁ.\.ﬁ. X ~

. -

Oral language was the focus of the invéstigation. In the early-.

éxperimanted in -the classroom with different taping éitﬁations. This

was done to accustom the teachers to the effect a tape~recorder has on the

' 1anguaggﬁ$? their students. Some students were eager to épaak out;

-others were shy. Some students wanted to tell a story, some to act out

8

a drama, some to ﬁfqtgnd’they were somebody else.” The presencé of the
tapé-recorﬁer also gaQe éime for sdmé'students to become less self-
conscious about 2 machine which was strange to them.

f ng;::\éhe thirteen classes which were involved in the project,
students wére selected at random From.the class list. -Six students were
selected initially and were taped in three different “situétions" (this is
a techqical use of the word "Situation: and refers to the persona% and
phygical characteristics of the circumstances in which language occurs):
(1) a monologue by the student when alone.in a room, {2) a dialogue with
anothsr student ﬁe himself selected from his clags, and (3) a dialogue with
the clagé teacher and two students of the original six selected (referred
to as a teacher-dialogue). . | o

Excluding those units of tape which were affected by technical diffi-

culties or excessive background noibe, 168 monologues, diaréguog and teacher-

L dialotydes~From kindsrgarten through grade 4 were trangeribed. In all,

about 160 students were recorded.. To cut down the sample, dome units in
grades for which an unusually large amount of material was available were

not considered. These eliminations left 106 students distributed in the

Following grad9 levels: K, 1, 1-2, 2, 3, 2-6, 4. JS

1v




Basic Method of Analysis o

-
The approach to the data was primarily non-quantitative. Since an ‘.

f assumption of randomness was clearly out of order (with respect, for example, -

S . : . : : . ¥
to the sﬁagbiq\i:d classes chosen, and with respect to'the partners selected
for the dialogues and teacher-dialogues) a sample would not necesaarily

r

PO

repressnt the base from which'it was, drawne. Instéad, a limited number of
tape units was analysed iw depth to uncover th)?actors aFFectihgflanguaga
use; This method of examining a few gselected cases is also used in.%homsky
(1972) and Strickland (1962). N

The language gathered in the various circumstances is not a perfect

~sample of the gpeech bf the students. Each'pre-arranged situation must

° ‘necessarily affect the language used. There is a micrephone, tape-recorder,

and empty room, ana,;ther strange, from a student's péint of view, actiﬁity
gpuurrounding the conversations. {The lanéuage,that is recorded is then not
“identical in ali ways to the speech used by the came students outside the
‘special setting o; the taping éituation; However,kby compafing how differ~
ent students ush ;anguaga in the same gituations and how the same otudents

use language’in different situations, knowledge about how they ére able to

use language can be,gainada\\J

Variables and Method of Investigation

[

Ag our intention ‘was not to gather statistical evidence to test given

_hypotheses, the statements of* the tendencies of variables to be associated

should not be interpreted ao arising from a formal procedure of hypothesis
formulation, testing, and statistical validation:7 Rather, our aim hag _

been to examine a selection of language (largely random) from our data and

14




to discover ﬁhose agpects of language gnd situation which seem to be
associated and to give somg explanation of the resulto. .

For the analysis, two gets of conversations each reprasent%ng all grades
and ages and all the situations within each grade level and age were chosen.

’

One set of cenvérsations‘was selected because there seemed to be unusual

uses qf language in them. }his set consisted of six students who had each
been recorded in the three situations. The second set (twenty-two studento)
was selected at random F;gm those remaining students who had besn recorded

in all three situations. A third set of fourteen studentg, come of whom
were included in the first two cets, wég chosen because of their distinctive
use of language and were -examined individually as cagse ctudies. Their |
language in the three cituations (monologue,” dialogue, and toacggr-dial@gue),

the structural and functional acpectc of their language, and their peroonai

backgrounds wore all examined and compared. Some of thece cave otudieo

are reported in ApponQix B
The findings are divided into the follewing sectionc: the analysis
" of questions and responces (being part of the functional investigatien),
the effect of differeht personal backgrounds on language, the cffe of - ;
situation on language, and an analysic of the graommatical otructu)q%;::;zi)'
expresciong of tentativity whieh were used.  Aopecto of the Functignai ;
analysis are reparted in each section.
° , . R







Function

b /’\‘/ .

The Functional analysis oF students' language considersd two main’

‘ﬂFunctions of language., the textual Function and ths 1nterpersonal Function..

The;theoretical bases of these Functions'are outlined in,Appendix-C. The -

textual function accounts for relationships of coherence, structure and

' vocabulary within- segments of language. Three:specific aspects of tewtual 'j;;h

Function were‘eXamined.

(l) ‘New. information. in dialogUes and teacher-dialogues a comparison ’

vlwas made between the students to determine which students were adding the

i

most new 1nformation to-the conversation[ ) This Function is closely

vsomething to say, or while‘

,’Hesitations may also be.

related to the function of changing,the‘topic.o%iconyersation. " The

'lanQUage'reflects the introduction oF new information and-changes of

topic through changes in the vocabulary, formality of speech, and the voice

'quality.: -Ability to change the topic is an 1ndication of" security in the

situation, leadership, and control;of the conversation (and perhaps also

" control of the other speaker).

'(2)'Anaphoraé lanaphora (see Appendix»C)'or back reference, (for
It \

example, using a ‘pronoun instead of repeating a noun), by,a speaker referring

to his'ownvlanguage is one indicator of coherence that was examined.‘
(3) Hesitation- hesitation Features, such as restarting sentences

or words, ‘pausesy "um"'s and "ah"'s serve definite functicns in language.
: . *

Hssitations are~not necessarily 'bad"'aspects,of language Use. They may
be used to retain the attent 6n of the llstensr while the speaker thinks oF
e works out how he is 'going to say something.

5ed as signals to the listener uhat the Speaker

is not yst finished and that the listener should wait bhis turn. When

examining the amount of hesitation features, it fs clear that the total

RS

-
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situation'(includrnngho, if anybody, the speaker is talking to), the

..purpose'of his speech, and the level ef_structural complexity, must be

cons1dered befcre Judgements are made. 'Contrasting WIthdhesitation

'Features ;sfthe use of s11ence.~. Sllence may indlcate (as it seemed to in-

-the'kindergarten;monologues) that the speaker is not Familiar with the

variety cf.speech required in a particular situation or that he has

'~'nothing_te say.h' Silence, however, may be used intentionally by a speaker

ﬁo bdild tensicn'or'make another-speaker feel. undomfcrtabie}: 1? one

>

?speaker is 311ent he may pressure the ‘other Speaker into talklng.

The textual Functions Just eutllned involve the dlrect interrelatlon-

fships of differentvsegments ofklanguage. They are Functions_wrth;n thﬁ@%,

"text"vof 1anguage itself. The interpersonal function cfilanguage, by
ccntrast, accounts for that aSpect of language which relates one- perSon

to another. Through language people-lnfluence, criticlze, distract, and‘.

’ galmost every time language ‘is used., The dialoguses and teacher*dialogues,

were designed to be sltuations in which interpersonal FUnctions of language

would;be important and the functions in the two different situationsfcould

“
be compared..
)

The language of a student could reflect that student's awareness of .

the other speaker and his grasp of what language was necessary to gain the-

-

attention of his-partner. If the partner does not hear or Followxwhat’was )

saidsa speaker ceuld imnediately‘repeaf the matter.in question. ’ Awareness
of the other person is also.reflected by a tendency to avoid spsaking at -
'the same time, addressing the other speakerIindirectly.orrbydhis nama,  and
referring back to what the other speaker has said (anaphcric reference to

the language of another person) Insisting on being heard despite another

7

"teach one another. The interperscnal Functlon is very broad and is presant

Fon

speaker s dominaticn of. the ccnversation, and insisting on winning a dispute




. inveetigated. " However, the examination of insistence did not,yield signifi-
“cant results.  The relative*Volubility of the participante'in a conversation
wés Flret assessed 1nformally by lietenlng to the tape and Following the i

' transcript. For some analyses werd-counte were made to chack the informal
'binfopmation'that’he added. However; no definite'caUsal'reiationehip was
3 assumed.

euch as a parent or teacher.  In these inetancee it was noted that a role

a student. pnetending~to be someoneg, else and interacting with another student

" our analysis, the reeulte of the inveetigation of Function»are included in

important. functions in tge classrooms- A special study'ﬁae therefore made

arefaleo compenente of tne interperednal function which were initially .

k4

- 2

aeeeeements; The. volubility of a etudent was Feund,'o;L:Suree, to be
. ) .

associated with the number pf compound’Sentenceefandgihe amount of new

.o

In @ few cases students would take on the character of agother person,
5\

was being played and'the intarpereonal function was aesumed'to be that of- -
. s, - .

who may also have been playing a role.
Since function underllee all aspects of language and all aepects of

LN

the reparts of the other.analyeee._ Questioning and answering arevtwo

of the questions and responses used at two grade levels: kindergarten and
grade 4, and in the two‘dialogue«eitdatione. 'The;purposee o] the queetione_
were examined as well as the structural "types of queetione that‘Were;ueed.

’Different intonation patterns used by teachers and students in asking

questions were investigated. Responses were linked to_tneir asgociated

questions and compared‘by grade level and by.the‘situatien they were used ine

Background‘

1.

The type (technically‘the "variety") of Ianguaga that a student brings

16

' . *
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- from his home when he comes to school isrcentral to his:performance in any
speakingvSituatibn.v Thus;'some of the most important variables'to take
into account when examining language are those deriving from the student'

4

background. ; Information on each student was obtained from the. school'
GSR cards and from information SUpplied by teachers on the forms in
Appendix C. _ The'age and grade of ‘each student were recorded so that
comparisons by age and grade could be made.v The place of birth of the"';
child and his parents and the languages spoken 1in the home were furtherjfi

important considerations.f “The oocupations of the parents, the rate of -

transience of - the family, and the number of siblings, olderworv;ounger,
were also examined. . Cases of broken homes were noted. _ Besides factors .

.

s—gggderiviﬂg~frem—the—ehiless-heme life, special probLQMB.heienoountarediin_l,ef'

:@(‘\"’

.school and estimates of his general intelligence and speaking ability were

iincluded by the teacher aloug with any other information»the teacher thought

“ PRI
-

would. bé helpful (see Appendix C). I E -_‘yéf

Dnce the information was collected, ‘the analysis was direoted to what

o
<

j-adpeared to'be the more important factors.lv The- parent's occupation and
general intelligence of the child seemed of little OVerall significanCe.
The three factors most olosely considered were the presence of a eecond

language in the home, the ages and number of siblinge, and difficulties

“in the‘home such as separation or divorce. ﬂttempts werE‘m'ﬁe to relate

' fthese factors throughout the three taping situations 1in order to discover
how students with different backgrounds performed differently in different
situations. The relationships of»background to function and to structural

complexity'were also considerede. - The oomparisons which proved most -

' revealing were those between students exposed to'a second language at home -
and studants who werse exposed'only to Engiish; between etudents with older

siblings gr no siblings who would be frequently in contact with adult

f "
1%




SO L

RS D

‘language and students with younger brathers and sistersj

v Situation :

bcomparsd to his languags in ths othsr situations.

diFFsrs in the thrss situations could then bs dstsrminsd.

Apriata measure of: tha sFFactivsnass of . his spaaking ability.‘

‘demands.

- Structure

- patternings

- ll .

and betuwean

studsnts from broksn'homss and stuosntsvwith a stable Family‘struoturs.

-

Each studsnt analysed in this study spoke in thres different taping’
situations-v a monologus, dialogus,'and tsaohsr-dialogus-

-

were used so ths languags spoksn by a studsnt in one. situation could bs

These situations

" How-- ths language

Ths struotural

ioomplsxity and functional adpsots of a studsnt's spssch shiFt as he moves

“from ons‘situation to anothsr because he is usingvlanguags for different

purposss; The ohild'S‘ability to‘adaot to each situation is an appfo-

By making

Asxplicit various Functional and struotural diFFsrancss bstwssg languags

P

ussd in the three situations ths study can dsmonstrats that a ohild spsaksi :

ssvaral varistiss of English acoording to the situation hs is in. Childrsn

¢ . .,

; with diFFsrsnt bagkgrounds rsaot diFFsrsntly in the thrss situations bscauss

they may be more or lsss able to adapt.

Ths Functional and structural performance of saoh studsnt was comparsd

acrosskths three sitUations. What was needed was some idsa oF ths varisty |

iA.of English dsmanosd'by gach situwation and the ability of children oF;‘

different ages and»backgrounds to speak effectively in response to such’

Y
>

<
3

The structural analysis was focused on three aspects of language

namely, tentativity, compound sentences, and subordinate

s
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i clauses. These aspects were chosen because they are generally good
indicatore'of the structural complexity of language. Tentativity ie.a
eemantic category describing expressions of ceuse, condition, hypothesis,
" and SUppoeition (see Appendix C). | As a child learns to effectively
control lanouage_for hisfpurpOSee'the incidence of expressions of tenta-
tivity increasee. Tentativity is thuetan_indicator'both of the e;Fective-
hess 'ah_d complexity of language ('Strickl‘and, 1962; Lobang 1963)s  An |
' analyeie of compound sentences (Specifically,‘additioned clausds in scale
-and category grammar) served two purpoees. First, the manner ih which |
clauses were additioned to independent ‘sentence elements, would be .a marker
- of etructural compleﬁity. For example, if the grammatical subJect were ’
'lomitted from the second part of a. compound sentence (minusrelement

additioning in scale~and category grammar) the structure ienmore compiex

than had the eubject been'repeated. Second, compound sentencee would give:

@

~ some indication of /the amount of language Spoken by each student. The “59’

a

of subordinate clauses (rank-shifted clauses in ecale\angycategory grammar)
. was another indicator of structural complexity (see Appendix C). |
Each student in the baeic sample of twenty-eight etudents was examined
in each of the taping situationsg in which he epoke. The numbers of
eXpreesione of tentativity, additioned clauses, and rank-shifted clauses
Awere determinad For the five minute length which each eituation was allowed.
“When the number of expressions of tentativity, and the number of
additioned and rank-shiFted:clausee had been determined, an attempt was
made to diooover‘relationships between thoee etruotural Fectore.— Then
the deta were examined to uncover any developmentai trends in structural.
complexity. 'The study also looked for the structural characteristics

peculiar to each situation. The students' backgrounds were also taken

into consideration in examining structural complexity. Lastly, the
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study looked for any correspondence between the use of grammatical

'sfructuras and indicators of functions such as hesitﬁtion, qdéstioning,

and respondinge.




<~

I}l Findings
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Function . . 8

— o PrLa

It was pointed out in the Introduction that the functional analysis
> L ,underlies the various investigations oF 'language that wers carried out.
Eoneequently, most of the resulte of  the functional ana1y51a are repertedf

with the results of these other studies. An exception is the analysie

of questions and answers.

r

. ( 5.
Thg question-answer pattern is a very important one to study for

severalf easons. It is a common method of communication in the formal

- . a .

situatipn of the classroom. Q.There.wae a tendency for students to initiete —

this pettdrn of speech if they considered that speaking into a microphone %g%

and tape- corder required”a.certain formality. Studente, eSpecially in

kindergarten, who joked~abeut—aﬁd—did-net—take the eituation eeriously

rarely used the quastion-answer pattern.

-

The question—anewer pattern was poesibly the immediate’ eolution for

- a etudent in the dialogue situaticn who wanted to make verbal neiee ‘and

-

have his partner make verbial noise or, who wanted to dominate the converea-

tion. Questions were also iused by a etudent to introduce his idea in an-
emphatic waY;. BeGe, "you know what? I'm frightened too", or to end a
speech in an emphatic way; e.g., "you are frightened aren't you¢" Bath

of these uses were usually rhetorical.

To study the purposes and.structuraI“tyﬁeéﬁbf”aueat16ﬁ§‘1ndthe'diﬁk

logues and teacher~dialogues the occurrence of eight main question types

was investigated according to Function, and seven types organized according

j:g to structure. " The functional queation typee weret —

S

(1) Infcrmatien sepking: "did you go to the farm yesterday?" )
(2) Rhetorical: "what'll we do?" , ° ‘ e _' -
(3) Sociml: "how are you?" -

(4) Address: "Bonnie?"

(5) Surpriee' "what's that over there?" (with marked intonation) L/ g

2¢
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- " (6) Structural: "you know what?"
(7) Filler: "you know?" :
(q) Reinforcement: '"did you?".

The structural question types were:

‘(;) &nverted: "did you see it?"
(2) Interregative pronoun or adJective. "what did yob see?"
(3) Interrogative adverb: "why did you ses it?"

(4) You know .g;. : "you know those boys?"

(5) Elliptical: "did they?"

(6) Uninverted with rising ‘intonation: ‘"you are going out?".
'(7) Tag questians: "he is, isn't he?"

Usingftheee~Functienal and‘eEructuraliqueetion patterns\ the dialoguee
and teacher—dialoguee of kindergarten and grade 4 wérelanalySed and cempared.
. , ' It seemed that if age made any significent difference in the usage oF queetion
' patterns this would be revealed in such a comparieon.‘ The queetions were
categorized Firstvac0prding to funetion and then tne queetions within each'
Fpnctionfwere divided“into types.' o ‘4‘ - | - |
lIt was found that grade.4 etudents who kept to one-tOpicvand>changed
it wvery infrequently chiefly uged information seeking and structural
) .
_questions which seemed appropriate telrather'Forma} disedseione. The
kindergarten students used information seeking and etructural questions
too, but they used manyootﬁer functional types‘as well -- surprise, address,

: , Yy
and rhetorical questions. They were inclined to change their topics very

» : ‘ ', .
rapidly and to‘be emotionally affected by noises outside the room and by
their predicament of having to stay in the room for five minutes. Pro-

portienately then, kindergarten students used fewer informatien eeeking and

structural guestions than students in grade 4. *
. ’ - At both grade levels, those who used a great deal of tentativity and
complex gentence tructure used very fow inFormation Seeking queqtiens.

If the two epeakera were equally talkative and adept in ueing the varioue

25 | \\
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functions of language, a discussion took place with’oﬁe carrying on when
thé oth?r finished. ’
| In the teacher-dialogues at the kindergarten level the teacher used
mdhy’morevreinforcement questions than grade 4 teachers did in;tﬁe same
~ situation. It would seem thatvkindergarten stqdents need ﬁore_encourage;
A ment to speak and reinforcement qﬁ;stions arg“ﬁge way to eﬁcourage thgm.
The structural analysis revealed that grade 4 stﬁdénts used more ° .
| " "what" and "why" infofhaﬁion seeking qugstioné in their dialogues thén
“kindergaften sﬁudents did in their dialogues in which they used more
inveérted questions. I“wﬁat“ and f&hy“ questions are more difficult to

L

answer than inverted questions; e«.g., "did you visit the farm yesterday?"
which only requires a "yes" or "ngs;gnééer- Grade 4 teachers used, more

"why" questions than did’kindergarten'teachers. The use of "why" questions:
. by'graQB 4 gtudents may reFlecF the pattern of their teachers in asking

questions.‘ Kindergarten teachers used more "what" than "why" questions.

"What did you'eat?" iéféasier to answer than "why do you eat?'. The "what“r

guestions would appear more appropriate to the younger students.

As with questibn§;<rebpanses were analysed functionally and structur-
N { \
ally. - The functional types of responses were:

(1) Agree or disagree
(2) Provide information
. (3) Ignore the question..

The structural types weTes
(1) "Yas" gr "no"

(2) One word answer other than "yes" or "no"

(3) A complex structure.
When the responseupattarns were counted and related to certain information

seeking question types, it was discovered that inverted guestions in the

: 1

dialogue usually received a "yes" or "mo" answer whereas in the teacher- ]
i

4
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| - \ | v
dialogue(}ﬁgy'more often received a "yes" or "no" answer plus some new
information. In’grade 4 dialoéués there was a tendency to answer "what!
questions with a'qne word énswer; :mpre so than in the grade‘4 teacher-
dialogues’and in,thqfkindsrgartén dialogUéS‘and teacher-dialogues. |

A cnmpariSOn‘of\the inFormarion questions used in thegialogues with

those used in the teacher-dialogues revealed that when the teacher was
conversing with the students and allowing them to change the tdpic if they -
wished,bthere were very Fewv"why“fquestions, but a great number of "what"
and inverted quastions.‘ The "what" questions and invertéd quesrions are
easier to answer and are parhaps more appropriate in én informal Situation

© and conversation- The preference for using "what" and inverted questinns

rather +han Mwhy" questiuns,was_euidani.inuthaadialoguasgasrwell aa_tharr
teacher-dialogueg. The students, it seems, knew the interpersonal value .
of the easier "what" and inverted questions; . those qdestions are not too

damanding yet can help keep the students talking, évén if only for the sake

¢

of the tape-recorder.

Background ¢

(fhe b?ckground information which was gathered for each student was
‘éuffizient~to permit @ number of analyses:of the effsctvaf background on
.the uge of larguage in drFFerant siruations. Three factors seemed to be.
important: exposure to a second language at home, exposure to adult
language at home, and the stability of the household. Occupation of the
parents éhd other indicators of socio-economic status were not studied
thoroughly for a number of reasonss  Our sample from two ochools, and thus

from only two neighbourhoods, did not yield a wide variety of levels of'.

.socio-aconomic statuse In addition, the data did not contain enough
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representation of each occupation to form generalizations about their

effect on students' language. However, in the case studies (Appendix B)

- use is made of those pther-factors of a student's background when it

e}
B

iseamed appropriate.
‘ Exposure to a secend language besides English (termed E#SL) secemed
to have a definite connection“with the volubility of otudento. Although
almost all the students who wers studied had learnt Englioh as a native
1amguago, some oF them bhad parants and older uibling who upokc anather
vvlénguége. In comparing ‘the volubility of the students in the dialcguo(_%

and the tsachar-dialogue uituatione Fﬂr this particular part of the :j‘ v

1nv§stigation wo%d-sounts were ﬁgﬁe. In ‘the d?fiogueu the ,otudento take
aﬁ eqUal number of turna speékihg;‘ﬁhilﬁ 1n_th§ teachbr-dialpguea the
teacher speaks about thas samg numher of ﬁimés as both students combined.
Consequently,-é word-coqnt ig nécqssary to - determine valubilﬁty. "When
working through the dété thé inﬁeétigétgra gained the 1mpreoaisn thatu\
students whalware é%pased to a éecond langyage at home were more voluble
in’diulbguégﬂthan partners wha had been exposed to only Englich at home

(ExUE students)e  ° =~

For sach grade frem kindergarten to grade 3, three dialcg@eo wore

¢

chooon to teot the hypothoois which wos fermed: otudents exposed to a

v

second language at home opeak more than their partner if the latter hag

besn exposed only to English at home. Grade 4 was hot included because
a cet of three comparicons was not available in the data occembleds  For
sach grade, one dinlegue bstween two ExSL Gtudento, one botween twa

}

studento who had been oxposed only te English at hemo, and one betwoon

“an ExSL dgtudent and a partner who had been oxpoced enly te Englich were

booloctod. A comparison -of the dialogues betwoen two ExSL otudento and

20
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the dlalogues between two ExOE studente revealed that the ExSL students.:;f

<“ spoke ellghtly lese than the ExDE etudente, matched For age ‘and grade.t;f;»~«

An exception was klndergarten.‘ Comparlng the dlaloguee in Wthh thered;‘.

o was one student From Euuh categcry,\it wae found that in all gradee the'

. ExSL student epoke more than his. ExCE partner. To teet the Findlng,

Further such leBd dialoguee (to a total oF ten) were analyeed. In nine"

»‘?ef the ten dialogues the‘ExSL etudents wdre more . voluble than the1r

”:.partners, baeed on a word—ceunt. " In ene caee, where the velubilitles .

t.

-~ of the two studente were elmllar, the ExOE etudent was a- year older than
",-her ExSL*partner. 'See,the_FellowingLtable,J»ir.

. “.:> PR

A'Comparatlve Volublllty in Dialoguee (number oF werde epoken) A

L o }Student Expoeed : ~1 Student Expoeed to o
Grade ~ Only to English a Second Language

Lal

246

. .350
S .202% -

259

243

228
422

‘296

* One year older than'partnerlz'
. l" . N N

The difference in vblubillty between ExSL and ExUE students in dia-"

legues with each other disappeare in the teacher-dialogues.' It has been_t

27
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o students From dlsrupted homes had qu1te poor language usage both struct—

A}

21

: suggested that the teacher 5 regulation of the teacher-dialogue s1tuation,

the formality of the teacher-dialogue s1tuation, or the ExSL student'
reserve Wlth an. adult may ‘have 1nfluenced his volubility. _ It is- clear

‘that further work must be done to verify the finding and to determine
.the causes 1f poss1ble. |
b

. As well as exposure to other languages, the domestic stability .of the

home was related to the use of 1anguage- . Dluorced or separated parents

-and freqUent movxng from one home to another were taken as s1gns of a

disrUpted'home life.’ With the exception of one kindergarten child

3

hiurally“andffunctionallys Structurally, all of tentativ1ty, sentence

element addltioning,:snd rank-shlfting/were consistently fam below the
average for the student's age and grade level. Functionally, these
students presented very little new information, spoke very little, asked
few questions,{agf oFten responded to the questions of others w1th only a
LI

yes" and a're etition of parts of the question. ‘By and large the
p y :
¢ .

_ .students‘in_the study ‘'who had the greatest problems with language were

'those fromldisrupted.homes rather than those exposed to a second language . . -

T

o

in their homes.i
Another finding resulting from the study of students’ backgrounds was'-"

-based on.whether a:student was in contact with a large‘amount of adult

Yanguage at home. An-only child or a'child with older siblings will likely '

“be in contact with much more adult speech than a.child with”younger brothers

"v:or'sisters. Parents have less'time to'Spend'with~a‘child'inlelementary

school if these are younger children to take care oF than if there are

‘ only older children. In. addition, the student's attention may itself be

directed toWards a younger brother or s1ster. It was found that: without

| younger siblings, students more frequently used complex grammatical :2(3

¢

B
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structures in the teacher-dialogues than they did in-the dialogues.' Other

students dld not. show the same contrast in usage. ' moreover, the students _;-;.._,

IR

‘ who were. exposed to more mature language at home more Frequently used com-

: plex grammatical structures in the teacher-dialogues than other etudents.

'—iIn the dialogues, however, those who were not BXpOSBd to much mature

S /]

language at home displayed about the same control over Functional aspects_

. of language as students_eXposed to more mature:language.'

r~

Situation-

Two Flndings related to diFFerent situations have already been die-
cussed.. In the Section on the eFFect of a student's background,'it was
stated that exposure to mature language seemed to be related to the more ir-ﬁl

.Frequent use of complex sentence structures. The analyeis of questions

N

revealed that some students (grade 4) tended to answer "what" questions wlth

K

a one ‘word response in_dialogues'but at greater length in-the'teacher-‘
dialogues. N
Students very rarely asked questidhs in the teacher-dialogue, although

ythey usually asked questions in the dialogues. . Following a similar pattern, o

: }students change the topic and introduce new inFormation into the conversation ;,f’

infrequently in teacher-dialogues unleSs it is in direct response to the

' teacher s questioning. However, in the dialogue- one student may assumev

the teacher s role oF directing the’ conversation and controlling the topic.
In examining the grammatical etructuree ‘used. 4n the three situationsf

(monologue, dialogus, ‘and teacher-dialogue) it was found that the teacher-

dialogue tended-to.resemble the‘monologue. f'The'teacher's‘influence‘ink

e

controlling the_conversation and separating;the epeakers in a teacher-

dialogue seemed toﬂreeult in speeches by each of the students which had

23
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the characteristics of short monologues: with the ‘teacher present each
o »student would feel that he would not be interrupted as:guioklyfor_asroften‘ _:

h‘F,as in a oonversation with only a’ classmate preeent.; -There were more.

- (of course, because the student had time ‘to Speak without interruptions),»
and more in the teacher-dialogues than in dialogues. In four. of the seven »2

grade levels (namely, l 2 3 4, 2-6) rank-shifting showed the same pattern -

of decreasing frequency through monologUes, teacher-dialogues, to dialogues.
" The dialogues were usually rapid interohanges in which there was little
;opportunity to use . long sentences with addltqoned elements or rank—shifted

.(subordinate) clauses.." These results Just point out that different

v _ FIN

- vspaaking situations place different demands on. the language user, not that
B i“-one situatlon promotes "better" language than another situation does.

‘ ’ . . . e

Structure
. . o ar . RN

Results relating‘to the analysis of(cOmpleilsentence”structures have
b_been-reported‘in the previous sections where the structural findings seemed
to bear on the other analyses. For example, the use of minus element

L4

additioning (see Appendix C) and rank-shifting was highest in the monologue

jsituation and lowest in the dialogue situation. *In this,particular case,
volubility is an important factor in determining the frequenoy of use of
the etructores. -However, situation seemed to be the cause of both the‘
: changes in volubility and the different frequencies in use of the complex
grammatical structures.
frequent hesitations (the use of Mum", "ahﬁ, repetitions and re-
starting_sentences or words) were found_with”a greater use of rank;shifting

3 . . - : . -

and additioned sentence elehents. Perhaps the attempt to form more |

sdditioned sentence elements in the monologues than in the teacheridialogues _ﬁ'




complex(sentence structure presents difficulties tofstudents.~ .The hesita-
tions*may therefore function tquive the'studentsrtime.to uork out the
bstrUCtures, partly in'their minds‘and:partly by'incomplete'attempts;. .It‘vu
must be noted however, that the more complex grammatical etructures are :
used most Frequently when the student has a chance to. speak without competi-
 tien from another speaker. The increased volubility in thesse situations .
explains some.of the hesitation found with the complex grammatical structures,'
'but the’ increased volubility is not solely responsible. .

Anéphora (defined in Chapter II'and deScribed in Appendix C) is the
,device of using speech to refer babk to .language which has been previously ’
used in the conversation or monologue.. Pronominal anaphora was the most
Frequent type of anaphora that was~Found. 'That is, students Frequently o
use a pronoun to replace a common oOr proper substantive in a clause or
sentence Following the first ussa of the substantive. Anaphora was related
to additioned sentence elements in almost all the grade levels (grade 1 and
grade 4 were exceptions). It may be that students find it easier to use
anaphora by replacing a substantive with a pronoun when two or moreainde-
pendent clauses are additioned to form compound sentenoes than when two
independent clauses are Teft separate as individual simple sentences. X

The use uF’tentativity (expressions of cause, cundition, suppositionf,
and hypothesis) of ten Folloﬁed»the use of rank-shifting'and additioned-

sentence elements. Tentativity did not seem to stand as an independent

v?actor of language but was associated, like the other indicators‘of‘K

structural complexity, with increased volubility.

3
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e type of conclusions that could be drawn. 'Dur findings cannot presume to

:,gselection”of schools was 1argely determined.accqrding to the interest

Ca N
» 3

The sample of spoken 1anguage used for this investigation necessarily

prescribes both the kind of analyses that cou1d be carried out and the

- ) . T

.'represent the 1anguage of elementary school children in general. As the

.

expressed by teachers and principals,~socio-economic‘st§tus and other ’ ..

‘variables could not be controlled. Further, since the investigation
was carried out over a six-month oeriod; no developmental aspects of

El

-the speech of individual students'could be obServed.

The investigators conoerned themselves with the inFluences on tha

<

7 1anguage of each child. By taking individual students and gathering

o

v.finformation_on their family background and. by comparing their performance

[ 2,

with students of similar or contrasting'backgrounds, some: of the influences

4.

on 1anguage were. revealed. : In this way a number of our findings could be

* .

~_used diagnosticelly. It can bs suggested that students with a particular

background may be suhject to a particular language “difficulty. In apply-

a

ing the results 'one must be careful‘to;treat the findings as indications

- —-

_or signals tcathe teacher rather than as invariable patterns of 1anguage

'fbehaviour, The student' teacher, who is with the etudent every day, -can

¥

best Judge the difFiculties For any particular student.A A student exposed

" to a second language in the home For example, may tentatively bé thought

of as more comfortable when talking with his'peers than with a teacher. 2
4

“0On the other hand, students frequently exposed to mature 1anguage may sp
more effectively when a teacher is present. Students from broken homes
may be expected to have serious 1anguage difficulties. In this way our

findings may serve as a guide in determining some of the reasons for a

student's-language problem or proficiency. Assistance with 1anguage

difficulties, however, must be bassd on the individuel student's specific

30
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problems, personality, and background. .,
fff-f“g;;"T_ We were concerned with tha multiplicity oF influences on a student‘
B glanguage which result in each student epeaking_a diFFerent type of 1anguager
in each_of the three different situations. In linguistics, these 1anguages
within ailanguageﬁars known as varieties" of the 1anguage in question (see’
Gregory, 1967) These variseties may correspond to a greater or lesser
degrae to what any given person believes is the "best", or the "“correct",
or the "right" 1anguage that everyone should sgeak. HoWever, each variety’
‘is shaeed by background~influences and 1is also.serving some function or’
purpose;in”the.situation,in,yhichvthe~varietyfis used.  As tunctions and
’;situationsdchange, 1anguage adapts.ibself'to servs differentfends. , ConJ‘;
. “ v._i "sequently, each student speaks not one: variety of English but’” rather
' saveral varieties, sachrfor a diFFerent purpose and a different situation.
By having students talk in three differant situations, the investigation
was able to point out certain differences in speech which refleot the
different varieties of English which were used. In different situations
a student may use a variety of English with many questions or one with vVery

©

Few, a variety with complex grammatical structures or fairly simple ones, '

2 variety with a high degree of Formality or an inFormal ONBe

N

No singls.variety is bettwe or worse in ‘absolute terms. Rather, the

P

effectiveness of each variety in a'given situation is what determines
whether a student is using language well. The etudent who can be said |
" to be a good speaker isAnot the’etudent‘who closely apﬁroximates what is
considersd to be "correct" English, but rather the student who adjusts‘his
- language to the eitua}ion in which he finds himself. He must recognize
. ' when to uee;complex struotures and when not to, when to guestion and when

to be silent, constantly shifting ths interrelated structures and functions

Q ' of ianguage to produce the varisty dsmanded'by a partioular situation.

3+t
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¥

This study has described spme of the varieties oF English that each
v

’ student and each teacher bring to school. —Both must adapt to many situations
. ll ’ . .
" and learn to change thelir language accordingly. Awareness'of.the differentia~

tion of varieties within a language such as English and an understanding of

how to encourage students and teachers to use varieties appropriate to the ¢
“'Hkoccesion are important pedagogical concerns. = It would seem practicable
e For teachers to tape children with~different bachrounds taﬂdng in diFFerent
situations and then to play the recordings back to the class. The teacher
could then point out the~diFFerences in language and ask how the’students' )
_couId make the variety oF language that was used more appropriate to the
situation.' ‘The situations need not be - restricted ta monologue or dialogue
- settings as. in this: utudy, but rather many other situations could be
preparedz telling stories, explaining projects, perForming a pley, giving
announcements, imitéting a hockey broadcaster.
The research project had as its goals both the description of students!

language and the encouragement of applicatioms of what was learnt. It is .’

anticipated that the teachers involved with the project will continue to .

. e .
explore the uses of language in the clasgroom and gain from their experience.

On some questions ralsed by the research, further investigation is indicated.
In addition, individual teachers must consider the findings and their rele-
‘vancy for each class and‘?or‘each student. Through further résearchrand

active development of the applications of the findings, both students and

teachers will improve their understanding of language.
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hote: Dnly works rg}erred to directly in this report have been included
vbelowg For a classified and annotated bibliography on children'
lahggage and research into children»e language,see."Approaehes
ico the Study of Students'® Language”-p..78-84.. A Further list

4
of reFerencee is given on pages 143-145 of that research reportc
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Appendix A - Sample Analysis

.fThé Follb;ing saﬁple ﬁranscfipts are includedvto exemplify parﬁs df 
our matﬁoavof analysing th;'data.whicﬁ was gatheréd and also to exemplify
the differerit varieties of language which were used in different situations’
and'by different pepple} The' transcripts all ‘include student‘m. She is
in grave 1 and is 6 years, 7 months olde  The teaﬁher in the teacher-

©

dialogue is M.'s regular classroom teachaf. .
Because the struktu:al analysis focused mainiy on clause structurs,
it was not necassafy in"tﬁia study to make detailed phondtic transcriptions
. Frﬁm‘tﬁa.fapas.' Cbnvantional:Spslling was usgd élthough some attempt was -
'. madg-to'rébrbduce'wo:ds as the studénfs»prdnounéadlthsm:.Ve;g.,-"'cause"‘.
for "because", "wanna" for "want tﬁﬂ, "diyat far "dd you"; | Vefy little
. Qsa‘wai mada of standard anctuation.‘ .Prgper nouns were capita}i%ed and
a question mark was used when there was a“definite queat}gning intonation
pattern in'the'Speech. ~ Pauses were marksd with onse, t&o, or three periods
(e ooy ees) depending on their rélative lengths Dﬁhér punctuation aﬁch
as commas, semi~-colons, céloqs, and perliods 1s genérally inapplicakle to
oral language where pausing, intonation, stress} and pitch rather than
lifﬁle dots and capitals mark out clauses or sentences.  When éhe éﬁ;ech
‘of two or thgae speakers overlapped in the dialogues, slashad‘diaggnala
v(///) covered éhe overlapping séctinns. When thers was whispering,

laughing, singing, and screaming, or when the speaking could not be under-

stood, such annptations were enclosed in parentheaés: Bag., (whispering)

-

(1ndistinguishable).
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Monologue .

«I'm going to Intarnational Night ee with my mom but maybe I might go and
maybe I'll not be I don't know if my mom. can come . and v I really lika
to'go to Intsrnational Night and I haven't sean 1t yat but I used to go
but I ea quit now so I don't think I‘m gonna go anymore . Join anythiqg

baCausa I don't think it's vary.good-because I take other lpssons and I

can't go svery n' n¥ght so I qu' I didn't\gb aﬁymore n! I'lika to go and

" "ses it «q maybe I might go « but I might not because I don't know if I can
go and I wouldn't I really would like to s today in school we'rs learningﬂ
'.:_; bout auntances we have to writa n' things likawthat a-nt uu‘hava to do we
” hav to maka all kinds we hava to put fix the santencas that our teacher
'ffdoas n' we hava*to finish our work and toriight . we have to stay in and
todaybﬁé hadda we hadda‘go up‘andzdown the stéirs ﬁ' sitlﬁack down in our
} ; classroom and at recess I'playad ﬁifh fﬁe kids n' I <« I was walking around
and ecee and when I go home I I might go downstairs and I might do somathing
I might do put a puzzle togsther .. and I like '+ I lika o practisa my what‘
1 hav, to-do n' I like to write n' print . print my namst. things like that ;
ee I'd really liks to do somsthing 1ike and in school I like school very
much and 1'd 1ike to s I like doing work in school and I Like’«s Tubbing
things out and I like doing them over again n' I likaggatﬁiﬁg sparﬁ work .
from the box when I have: imq\t; do it but Ivdon't have very muph time
'cause we always have to du‘work eeoe maybe sometimes I get to d; soma‘work

I don't know mayba I'd mnyba sometimes mayhe when I Finish my work I'm

gonna do some extra wnrk e 'cause it's fun to do once yuu Va did sometimes

G

you get things wrong and sometimes you don't thia boy hare « this Eby in
P/

grade two he got a grada ons thing and a grade ons papsr Wrort .. n' at I

i

l,kq my teacher too «es um n' n' then somstimes when I go home I find my

ERIC . - 4 |
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little doggie.looking OUt the window for me and then when I come in she 'S ;ijvl"
at the door waiting For ‘me and at lunchtime she s at the door waiting Fgr

“}me and- sometimes my dad comes n‘ gets me and shg's at . looking Out the et

window for me e, n' I like s going to school every morn1ng than I ¢ome-

. .

- and haVe my lunCh and I li' I like dolng things like that walklng . havlng

- a. nice time ey doing th1ngs ee -1 11ke 2 I 11ke school n' I. like my

teacher Very very very much . n' I. like readlng n' I like doing 'r1thmetic

nt’ math I like . I like dolng art what we have when we’ decorate n' we retf?
“':deing a board called spring n‘ thare 's all butterflies n' birds n' grass,i'
" and Flowers n' rabbits n! like like that n' we got some. ladybugs and little :*» .

. flowers with Flowerpots in them n' we. learn about time in school . an' we..

vae learn how to print n' s all the’ grade twos suh sometimes the;\get uh
fthey get to write eee N! they we print sometimes but not very much .o h‘
I “and uh then whsn we ‘read out\stories eometimes WB have to do. .. stories_”*?
on out. oF our own words n' sometimes we have to do .- n"sometimes we have ‘
' tq u—put our pencil n' iF there s a rubber m1ssing we have have to check
‘our desks n' look Fur it until we find it we can't 9o until we Find it . n' ‘;”d
‘j-then pencils are missing n' nobody'll tell the truth .: llkB out Valentines
kids all made»things to decorate n' then Ms: e my_teacher Ms. ———— :

sh"ehe‘putfthem up and she took them down eesss my name is Marilyn

1

-~




The monologue ussd aeia eample mas reco!ded byistudent M.;fjiflie:;gﬁj K
l"r,quite long for a student in grade one. (6 years, 7 ‘months old) lin gﬁél
E".'w—ue{:!:Ucturee ueed,.the monologue is unueually complex- . Nineteen expreeelone
t’vlilt;i:ﬂ'fof tentativity and twenty-Five rank—shifted clauses were used in the ‘mono~
L vrl{lugue - both very high For a etudent oF six.' The 57 additioned sentence B

'elaments (E+) indicate that the student wae oontinuing the monologue by d.im
*cloeely Following one eentence element by another in a chain pattern.*vv

~

ﬁggThis characteristic was frequently Found in the monoloQUes,
L The Fooue of the monOIOQUe changee only. four or’ Fiwe‘times; ?%lheglfi"r
“}student sustains each topic longer than‘usual in a grade one monologue--
.}',iThere are Fem hesitateons in the monologue, compareo to other students E
»v;l{’f:flx g:hkf'and considering the desperation ahd eeen tears whioh other six-year-olde
S ' ,;hadw. M.'s monologue ‘and dialogue show that although she is shy and her: i.:f:"
LA »5jf?1anguage has perhaps restricted interpersonal Funotions, she can use‘“ﬁi -
"some complex etructural aspecte oF language far more Frequently than -

" ‘other students of the same age.




. 5
‘ " s hi little girl what’s yaur name?
mt"my name s Marilyn ' _;‘ o
?S:'_you wanna go. to the school with me?
5% okay'let's gols.fdo yoollike questioneito school for working»in school?
m:yes e o
S: what kind of work do you do? - L - |
flmf”fwe do things like papers and we have to circle words but I. don't like ' _,ig;;ll
s things liks that o v . , _ I
‘ S; do you do any arithmetic? :
4 M;y yes we do lots B >>
yS:i“I do work ‘too like that o you read books° ‘ iilfg,tj.a: blfzx ;v if
féi yoo-have~fun; at‘rec;ss don't you? - R
“le yes | ’ ‘
é: do you likevreeess?
Weoyestde .
éé ‘what do you play at.recess° .
M ooh I play with the kids
'>S: what's the k1ds '3, names° o
“fmll oh sometimes I play with Sonya and sometimes I play with Silvia .o :
o you know° TR \ i ’ s
>S=» yeah and do you ever play.with_Joanne?
m:l yes sometimes | ‘ - k - - .o ¢ .
83 and when -ypu go in the echool do you like to go back to work?
; M=.~yes I do , ‘ -
'*S}; do»yoo have fun%i'
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M

5+

do you lika-the library7

.. yeah she didn't do very good

"~

sometimes do yoe go dowh'to the library n' read books? l !

:oyes

yes, I do

- did you like whn you sell donuts For the books for the school°

e 24

yes

.eis"you enjoy it ve;y much?

yes'vI._“ did - - |

-are yeu'gonna ase you Qonna'go te'scﬁool.temoiroa too?l" ‘
yes I go to schonl every day unless I'm sick h
do you. have FUn in school° :e- . ;l~

'yesIdo_ | 1 .

doryee»go tUFSunday school?
yes ol do S . o !

“

'(whlspering) (1ndistingd1shable) me a question

do you read books .. do you dg” you reau books on schopl?

A ;, .

ﬁﬁﬁﬂ type oF bsoks do you read?

um think books like Qut and Away and I'11 be on leing Free eoon

-and really thin books some some oF the kids in eur class read thick

books you know
) : . v
yeah e« do you know um +» Maureen?

oh .yes she she's the new girl in our clase you know

'yeah and she gets sometimes work lots of work wrong a little

Y S S o

ﬁﬁﬁvdien't‘de good on'-the Spellingﬂtest?”

44




.3

‘51

M

B

: "cauee you knew she 3 JUSt ﬂﬁﬁ ;gh*‘i:, e"h_." .

-

jﬁ#ﬁ she's just new ¢. she can't do thinge varycwell

are. you going to Internatgpnal Night today°

ah I don't know my’ mom might «.

let me go by myself fif A# #Wﬁ #Kﬁ re

iﬁﬁﬁ ﬁﬁ#ﬂﬁ#ﬁ ) 'cause you know my mom's going and ehe wants me to see
what they're going to do- .

mm. hm-e e yeah S . ‘ i L -

did you really wanna go to International Night°

j yeah I really do want, to go .o bUt I Aﬁﬂ/ﬁ Kﬂﬁﬁ”r

ﬂfﬁ jﬁﬁ 1n a thing uh? o

- well I quit early because I you khow 80 it's too 1i' little too much

‘because. T have to take piano and I'd, have to go there and you know . -

L it's a little bit too much for me because I hava to practisa when

I get home .

' yeah I couldn't go either becauSe you know haVe to go sd hany places_'
"after echeol - -e o . Ca . :

“ e
B - .}4/- -
N '«

yeah and ‘sometimes we haVe to go out Like ehopping afﬁer my supper

n' then we have sometimes we have

my.name is Marilyn‘_. : S x

~

_my name is‘sehye"

you can't come on your own ehe won't L




w
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Thie dialogue ie a quita/typical dialogue in which one student aeeumee
the questioning or teacher e role while the other reeponds Frequently with
v deniale, aFFirmatione, and repetitione oF elemente of the queetione.- fhev‘l

» student who aesumed the,queetioning role in thie,dialogue“is‘one oF_the

"

beet all-round etudents in ber claee- The other stUdent is extremely.
.ehy and reticent. As the. dialogue proceeded, student S. gave the
questioning role to student m. who then»asked an inFormationfeeeking
.guaetion (the'only'auch question she asked). S. then'reeumedAQUeetioningi -
*_‘and askdd 25 queetione in all..;'Aa‘the dialogue pfééaedea; m; appeared
o d"'to be gaining conFidence and in epita oF her early short reeponeee, eha
epaaka slightly more than her partner when the dialogue ie considered as .
a whola: 270 wordafpy m.vcompared tov2ﬁ5pworde epokan by S. The_length .
of reeponeeelie signiFicant.Q( Though_m.<hae generallyrehorter passages, . .

two'long‘eegmentefincrpaee greatly the number of words she spdke.

.

. Number of words . Number of speeches

v . : per'spaech Co.E - of given lengths
- - zll:.h l | '_d »'.,i{]: ;f; 8 A lgli._. A
- 2=7 - o o o 13 .46 E | v
8-15 - R 6 13 ”
18-85 R 22
.2_54? S o S 2 | o .

’

 Though M. was not ths leader interparaonally, parhape bscause of her shy-

nees, her language etrUcturea throughout tha didlogue were elightly more

complax than’ her partner s+ She amployod 6 rank-shiftsd clauees compared

‘ to-3 by S. and 8 E+ alomanta compared to 4 by Se - Both students ueed.5
| ' prrasaiona of tentativity. : What is aignifioant is that complex structuraes
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.aré'not-nacassarily related to the use of tha’inﬁarparsonal ?unction of
zluadar in languaga._ Me uho is alona at home with her parents was
Functionally lass abla to cope with this situation than her partnar.
That Se hgs one‘oldar and ona younger sister may indicata that she has_

™

more opportuhity(fo:davaiqp the functions she would need in talking to

a peer than.m. Uﬁ the dtharvhénd, m.hhas.had fquUant contact with
adults (she has one older brother and nbfyoungar'éiblings) and, as with
'many ‘such casas,'sha usas mora complex structuras. S., with a sacond »
:'1anguaga in har homa, Functionally dominatas tha dialogua.. TH?S is usual

in dialoguas bethaan studants exposad to 2 second languaga and thosa who

v.ara exposad only to English.v

[ PR
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_Teﬁbﬁar-Dialogue B

T:':51i‘night John did you go to.Iﬁ£éiﬁaéiona1‘Ni9ht‘1§$t'nighg?.; h
© | .le um.YBéh | o | N
| T: can you tell ms what happenéd there?
. J: well um we saw uh films we saw films all over from the world and ‘um
this boy he said that uh wa' are you ready to havu a trip around
the world° : .
B o T: what was youf vary favorite part?
-J I lika um when they danced and uh thay sung>¢;2‘
f: did you go Marilyn? ' S : o .
yes I did o | |
s - ' f: can you tell me uhat you liked the bast?

‘M: I liked the folk dancars»whgn thuy wers dancing

. " T: would you like to be a folk dancer do you think?
M yag - “ . ‘.
T: why? - ‘

M: um e 'causs it'a,nica‘tb dance
s what alsé did you see last night?

Ji uh we saw um slides of uh se Uh oo ‘all over thu uorld and these two
girls they uh made up a play and then they- after that they um thay
~ uh they played’ of the violin

Ts did you ses the play Marilyn? -
M: yes I did "

T: can you tell me about 1t? | .
. [ . !
M: wall these girls they wers playing the parts in the in this play and
“——— they wers I didn't. ses very much of it though

Ty did your mdfhbr’cgmp‘uith you and your father? -

N, . : el .

L o Ms yes my mother cams with mse <. , B : 1 ' |
|
|

.
~—

Ti1 and what did they think about 1t? T




Mms my mother liked it too mother likad it
T: what was your Pavourite country? . o _ o -

¥'J: eess um I 1liked um’Spain’thB mostvr | |
Tt what did they have ahout- Spain?

Jt well um-ee. th' they‘had a song during they had a song during the um
. the s8' uh the slides like they sung in ah in Spain language

. T+ you mean Spanish?
Ji yeah and I 11kea 1t and-um I like tha{ was the best movie I like

_J

- Te and you don't have a Favorita or do you Marilyn°
M: no 1 don't raally haVB |

T:  you don't sesm. to want .to talk too much about it I'd like to hear
more about International Night I didn't get to go:

M: I don't know vary much’ abnut it eithar because I didn't see very much _
' because all the people were crowded ses and I didn't really I couldn't e
" see very much

Tt vyou were sitting too far'away?

m: I wasn't sitting I was standing

-

T: well did yoﬁvsea anyﬁody that you knew in International Night? s

Mt no

‘T:' nobody? we you'didn't know wha

‘M:  yeah I knew what some people wpre doing

anybody was doing? - . _ R

ad

f}
T: well mayba you could tall me a "ffit_

M: some of the folk dancers were doing dances n' people were singing
n' go one of the kids that was singing the choir they sung about
Canada n' all over the country-n' they sung all different kinds of
sorigs n' the folk da! folk dancers, done all kinds of diffasrent -

dances n' things like that

T: what were some of the things that were out in the hall last night John?

Js um thare was this big stand with uh all chi' kind a Chine' uh China
things and uh there was chopsticks that pa' that the Chinese ate with i
qnd uh @ll different kinds of suits one suit that wa' that was different - .
~from our suits and .. there was um uh bowls that that weren't the kind
that uh we have they all had different uh decorations on 'm

T did you See any other displays that you liked Marilyn?

. ‘ 435




LB,
v-\.

'-yas thera was some pretty flowars and thsre was some flags..« out in

hall and then there was there-was thase tables with all things put
on tham that were. made : B v

LS

what kinds oF~things°'

well thers was some faces and soma sdma people made heads and some
pecpls got a branch and covered it with pretty things some psopls
"~ used wires and paper .« um n' soms pesople just used the plaster
and the branch and there was this great big stone with a face put
‘on it

did you like that?

E yes

'my name is Marilyn

me name is Jﬁhn
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. In this ééa;hefQﬂial;gue‘the formality resulting from the taping

sigbatibn and,the.teachar's pfesadga,aré-markedf goth_stgdents were
a 1little reticent to speak. - Student M. exhibitedA}his shyngséjin her
didlagua”b0£.for.s£udent Je the cﬁgnge.of torie froﬁ hi§ iﬁF6fmal dialoQUa
was clearly evident. As ih.mbst téachar-dialoéues, the teacher assdmed. »
the duestioning role and controlled the topice In this dialogue the

R teacherseemed £B cgntrol who.spokajand'For how loné, 'Dna_susbects‘that

in a dialogue without a teacher, student J. would gverpowaf M. The |
tbacherfs presence restr?ined Jo and M. .became clearly'thq;more'volubie:

; -; . - 261vwofds by M. ‘compared to 172.by J., wiéh the teachgf having sﬁbkén‘

A

' 202 words. M. spoké 17 timas and J«.only 8 times. The teacher asked

’~

. . 24 information-seeking questions.

. "~ Number of words * Numbér of speeches of given langth
per speach . e .
L. : Mo tode Teacher .
1, - I .0 1 !
27 T 6 2 13
N 85 o 3 2 10

| 16-25 SO 1 - 1o o

4

. 25+ 4 3 1

Each student answered a similar allotment of questions. M. responded

twice as often since her first answers were Fréduently little more than a

.

"yes" or "no" with a repetition of parts of the duastion. The teacher

-

then questioned her for a fuller answer. In general, J.‘reaponded,and “ ;

added new information when asked a quasﬁioﬁ. As in her dialogus, M,

. ‘ displays more structural complexity than her partnérs in tentativity,
 expressions compared tq § expressions; in E+ elements, 3 compared to

Q ; “nons by her partnei; and in rank-shifting, 13 COMpared‘ﬁo'7. The ‘

ERIC B | |

T . ‘%4_‘ o |

- . . N —
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-ﬁiffareﬁcé in fhavnﬁmber of:étrUCture; used.hhs léfgély'a rééd;t of

stuq;nt M.'s greater yolubility. Student M.'s language is more complex
in the taacbaf-dialogua thén in hértdialogue as is‘commnn with child:an.
who havefpfolonged contact with éddlts (she has a marfied br;ther‘and,ﬁb
other siblings). = Her Shyn955‘seeméd to be reduced by the teachers

Y Relative to her grade aﬁs.age level she was quite adept at using

- language.

[V it
O~
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'Appandix B‘A Casﬁ Sﬁddies -

v

- character"

LY

‘ '

-

To clarify how some of the many factors affacting language interact

P

in ihdividuals, the Follawing atudents have been selected from the sampla _‘
and examinedvindividually. A pair of brothers and a pair of slsters ars
,,iﬁcluded as compafisons of lhe effect of a similar Upbringing.

-Peter = - - | Andrew

ages 5 years, 1 month . ages 7 years, 4 months
. ‘grade: junior kindergarten .v‘“wgradb: 2 _ : o

. Like most. kindergartan studenta, Patar did not Spaak very much in the

ﬁonologua situation. Houavar, he intaractad wall with his partnar in the -
dialogua and aspacially wall in thl taachar-dialogua.' His uss of 8x-
praasions of tantativity waa vury good, as good as his brothar who is two ‘ v

&3

’.yaara,oldar. That Patar used many compound sentances and was quita

~

volublu reflects a charactariatic of childran uith Foraign 1anguaga back-
grounda_(Dutch in this case); thess students were usually mor9/6;zuble in
their aialoguas‘than students with only an English-languaga“baékgrpund;
Patar's volubility would seem to bs related to his cheerful and sociable -
z
Andrew; Pater's brothuf, asamad’quiﬁa self-consclous in the dialogue
aﬁd allowed his partner to control most of the conversation. He rebellsd
against His partner on soms occasions by rafusing to take up a role which:
is implicitly offered to him and by.rsfuﬁiﬁgbto answer soms questions.

Andrew smemed alsrt to objicts in the room and occasionally merntioned them

as devices to change the topic. As with Peter, Andrew spoks best ih the

g taachar-dialogua situation, but poorly in the monologue. At one point in.

ths monoiogde, appérantly‘hbvidg ndtﬁing'to say, Andrew broke into song

with a rendition of "On Top}df 01d Smoksy" and snatchss of other songs.
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v

Both Andrew and Patar usad complex structures with a fraquancy which

is high for their ages. ,Ihis fact may reflect the adult language spoken

-

S at homS'and perhaps the lsnguage of their father who is a minister.

' T
John _
age: 6 years, 5 months
grades 1

John s teacher reported that he is a good student, reépcnsible, and
is a leader in most classroom situations. He is popular and goas out of
his way to make friends with the "important" paople in theo class. As év
grada 1 student in a- combined criss of gradas 1 and 2 1t could bs axpscted
that John would have to struggle to compete with oldar children to stay in
| tha posltion o? laadax. « John haavthree plder brothers and sistars aged
~sight to sevantaen years.~v‘At hoﬁéJ-as well ae.éf échobi, he is influenced
b-bysolder speakars. | |
One blear‘characteristic of John's speech was iﬁs great number of .
,) hesitg;ions in all sgtuationf;' 'Althbggh he w;s véry pagar to speak and
succeeded in controlling éha convarsafiqh in the dialogus, John cdnatantly'
usad-"uﬁ“.and "um", and rshaatad wdrdg a;d grammatical patterns. Thq
hypotﬁesiS'that the competition of morq adv@nced~3puakar; may'in some way
be contributing to John's hesitations needs further investigation.
Clay%on '
ages 8 years, 6 months

grads: 3

Clayton's language was very boor in the structures usad'comﬁarad to

other speakers of his age. - From the recordirigs, Clayton sesmed to be
reluctant to sﬁeakxlﬁ all the different situatiens. In his monologue,
mqgg‘lika'g Studeﬁﬁ in kindergarten or qrade 1, he Spokg very little and

nighad”fraqbenily. | ClaytOn’hardly spoke at all in his dialogue despite

tha attcmpta or his partner to sncourage hime His responses to questions
\

B o -
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, usually were one word answers or just repetitions oF the. language and

P

structure of the-. question; e.g., partner : "did you used to 1ive in Detroit?"

. Clayton:,"(pause) sea live in Detroit" In all the Speeoh oF Clayton whioh

was reoorded there was very little use- of eXpressions of tentat1V1ty and
Few oomplexities in the sentenoe struoture. However, Clayton Spoke moref"
in the teaoher-dialogue than in the dialogue with only his partner. - The‘bf_-

struotures Clayton used in the teaoher-dialogue were more oomplex and are

'_ used more Frequently than in the dialogue.

It i diffioult not to relate Clayton s poor use, of. language to his
disrUptive home liFe, his poor reoord at sohool,'and a physxoal handioap; -
He has needed tranquillizers and Finds it difFioult to settle down and

conoentrate. Dne sxde oF his body is more developed than the other side._t

-' Dne of‘ the f‘indings of' our J.nvestigation of. the students f‘rom broken %

is that suoh students oFtan reSpgnded to oonversation better in the teaoher—:f
dialogue 51tuation than they did- in the dialogue wrth a partner oF their_’

own age. They speak more in the teaoher-dialogus than they’do in the

dialogue and it may be that such a situation which is usually well controlled

by the - teaoher proV1des the stability af roles they require to Spaak at

length and to respond to others.

SYlvana : - -~ Julla

“ages 7 years, 7 months . ages 10 years, 4 months
lgrade' 2 : grades 2 .~ ’

o
' Unlike most oF the students who were studied Julia was shy in the
teaoher-dialogue and spdke muoh less in it than she did in the dialogue

situation. In the monologue she used a great number oF oompound sentenoes

3

(grammatically an E+ struoture) but with a oonstant "and then" pattern;_.

s-g.; "so then we went baok in and ees SO then we played in51de th'n we

' .wunt-baok:to-sleep again e and then e and,then we were trying to gom'

]




"fbund'insidé<dn’b‘.iﬁ, ; Julia s 1anguaga was structurally repetitive, with

'uttle variety, but with Frsquent— hasiifations and restarts..

Although shs is twu years youngar than her sister, Sylvana used a morav.

";;devélaped language. . She used Fewer VBry long compound sentances_éhan Julia,.::'
lhesitated less Frequently and used many’ moré subordinate clausas (rank—i»':“

s

shifting ;n the scale and category.gramma:)r

K‘.




., <Appendix C - Framewotks of Analysis .

Fpnotional Basis of Analysis

..
e

Une efFectiVe way to examine language is in terme oF the functions it
serves.‘_ Linguists oF the Prague sohool and mare recently Halliday (1970)

have ad0pted this perspective on language. Three major Functions of

¥ ,. .3

language have been advanCed‘ (l) an ideational Function concerned with

how we view and order'reality, (2) an innerpersonal Function dealing withfreg:“

the operation of language among people, and (3) a textual component con= Lo

sidering the coherence and organization ofrpassages oF speeoh. Halliday
E states that when we speak, we select various options From sets of choices_ p,
in each oF the three Funotional oomponents. Uur ohoices are then.
| realised and made concrete through the grammar oF the language and become;
‘actual speech. In our study we wished to examine language in various.

ik'situations. A UnFortunately every eituation is such a. complex of inter-.
relating variables that Halliday 8- Funotional divisions cannot encompass
all-of-them explicitly. ‘ inChOau, ho_e r, to retainvthe functiomal
'orientation'byvlboking-at”language.in?terms'of‘the"uses it serves; Whilelfﬁ
iat thsvsame time'broadeningitworof Halliday'sfFunctionalccomponents?to"xp
sult our'purposes,of describing students'~languags.*,nwe mere concerned
less:mith,the‘realisation oF-the-tﬁree funétionalfcomponents in.a prammar
than with the play of langudge: in the' particular situations themselves.
Each oF our taping situations was analysed in terms oF a textual
functIOn and an interpersonal Function..v These Functions and. olr analysisl
diFFer greatly from Halliday s functions with the same namess Under the,‘

‘fbrubric of textual Function were eXamined those aspects oF the students

‘ epeech which indicate his ability to co-ordinate passages oF language




52

longer than'a single'clause.‘u Their preSentation o?*new information, smooth"‘

'change of tOPiC’ and the coherence they were able to achieve ‘were considered._:t":

Anaphora, 4 type of reﬁerring back to language which has just been used is -
5 ‘- B
an lmportantwfactor oF cohesion- Pronominal anaphora was frequently

found; for example, "I saw Susan 's brother yesterday he was downtown
'shopping“a The prdnoun "he" refers back to “Susan s brother“ in the -
. preuious clause and creates one’ cohesive Factor between the two utterances.b

- Hesitation markers suoh as "Um"ns "ahnvs,,restarts and.repetitions arexpilk

. E L

“also releVant tovcohesion.ﬂ"’. ir"c , )it‘ijk?l.“:g:vg~
Qur second'approachlwas through the;interpersonal tunctioning oF‘the
»students 1anguaoe=v the students' ability.to use language in an interZ
change with other students and a teacher. We. looked For"the:awareness'of ".
."the participants,inVOIVed in the discussion as marked.by~the usemof.inter-.w
personal anaphora, the avoiding of overlapping, and various Forms of addresse.
Interpersonal anaphora is %\e referring back to something spoken in ‘a passage

SUUE o by another Speaker. For example' “do you plav hockey“ "yes I do that",

' where "do" in the second utterance reFers back to "play" in the First and

,similarly "that" to "hockey". Here the anaphora eeems,to-be a Function-ofv

' language betwsen two speakers rather than a realisation of a textual function .

(RN -

,.. co-ordinating a-passagebspoken ohly by'one'Speaker. A SeVeral-students

.assumad the roles or masks of .a teacher or a mother bird For example, and

euch,dfamatics were noted. Insistence on being heard insisting on winning
arguments; and volubility were other Factors in the interpersonal functional

,analysis.,f Volubility was measured in terms of the number of words a

. f‘ - v}student spoke and the number of times he Spoke An.a teacher-dialogue
» situation.v ReSponding was Focused on and students ware studied in terms:

' rF,thair~facility'in'responding and adding new information. Questioning.

e e b et o fe

e
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-

—h .

_was initially examined through three question types and further discussed

under more delicate headings. --Initially "egocentric" was used to»descrihev

questions askad by a student who wished in reality to answer them himself

and who did so after a token reSponse from his partner. Other questidn

v

typss in. the conversations were information-seeking questions and exclama-

tion questions like "now did. you really see that game,last night".

Nhispering, prompting, giggling, singing, and moving the microphone msre ‘

"tgkenpinte account when they were ‘a significant part af the oonversation.»~'

_fer from _

Halliday s (see Halliday, 1970) but retain tha basic approach of examining

thegjdifferent purposes that language_can serve and of,examining the total

~ situation ingwhich_language.islusedt»

Background

 The information about the'background of pach student was obtained on
a cohfidential haeis from school records. ‘The students* current teachers

co-operated by completing a questionnaire about grades, speaking ability,

' character, special problems and any other factors that they thought would

s

be important. The two questionnaires are reproduced on the follouing
pages. In the analysis, particular attention was given to tHe number
and ages of siblings, the language(s) that the student has bseern. and is

/
exposed to, and the difficulties in the home, particularlfhagpken homes.

When the information was availabla,‘the frequency of moves which the family

has made 1s taken into consideration.

N A
[SF
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AGE . ; . ° ) il
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e
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©
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situation R

The students chosen as subjagts for this study weoo.ploced‘in‘threo'
.differant ﬁoping’aiﬁuooionp; ' Iﬁ took_ono or two days to iape the six
;ubjootékfrom_aocﬁ'oloos'and their partnarof . The students were left
alona in a small: room whon thay did the monologua. For the dialogue the | ‘
: .sallcted student was to choose a partnar From his class and\tha students
e gwero left. alona in: a TOOMe For the. taaqhar—dialogua, tha teachor spoka
»with two studants From her class at a time.  The original six studantsi'
1f.wsra pandooly paired for-thiS'purposa. ' The SUbjucto ﬁora seateo'on smoili;

chairs near a Uher 4000 topa;recordar ono microphone set to record at

ki 3

seven and one-half i.pess The investigators turned on the tape-recorder
. and laft the room for five minutes. The prasanco'of the tgpa~racordeo'
was evident ono studants were askaddnot to touch the microphone nor to talk
diractly into'it, but to talk normally. Students wera asked to avoid
singing and giggling and to spuak on topics of thelr own choosing. 1f
studonts soomad shy or ratioant topics ware auggastad. Each student was
assured that they were not being toatad or evaluated and that tofy should
¢ relax anoriust try to taik. In.apitaiof the occasional oobbing and

various attempted ascapos, thess situations worked well., There was little

difficulty transcribing thoss units of tape on which the students spoke up

and did not whisper or shout repeatedly. P o ..

Structure

' In ordar to giva 2 more comprshensive account of the grammatical

5truoturas than was possible in ‘the body of tha report, a summary of

. Gregory's scale and category grammar for English is given belows This

summary was first prepared by G. A. Tilly for the sarlier study done for
Gre




w

the Board -of EdU;atipn far the‘Baraugh af North York,'"Approachas to the
.Sfudy‘of:Students'bLanguage".a‘ The aummary is taken‘almost verbatim'Fram
_pv 10-19 witm‘ deletions made where necessary to fit the dascription of - ™
the prasant study. ’ ’ '
As a detliled structural annlysis oF all the language which was
gathared {s far tq;'t;mql consuming, only a few selected grammatical
atructuras wara'ihvaStigatad.: Tha sammary of the grammar mhich Folloaa

Focuses on thesse structuraa although additionnl inFormation about the - *
grammar must be givan. Tha grammar that .was. usad 1s a "scals" and . .
Fcatagory grammar. : UnFortunataly it is impoasibla to eXplain in a
report such’as this all the scales and catagorias for which this’grammar

is named. Nor can we describa all thevterma used by scale and,catagory
grammarians in their language analysas. We can‘only briefly describe

those conCaptS‘and terms which are diractiy relevant to our particular.

analysis.. Three such concepts are the category unit, the rank-scals,

3

,and the aaale'nf'delic1qy.
| Five units for the description of English are postulatad'
santencs |
clause
group
ﬁorg _ o . '

morpheme.

These units are arranged in this manner by the ramk-scala, which ranks
_tham'From the most—incluaiva (sentence) to the non-inclusive (morpheme)s.
‘Each unit is defined in terms of the units directly above and below it
~on the rank-scales. A abntenca.éonaiats of one or more‘clausas; a

~lause of one or more groups; @ group of one or more wordsy @& word of

ons or mors morphemes.

6o
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Th; seéle'of delicacy:is-the»scais‘bf "depth oF*detail" of analysis.:

Q.

Using the modal, we can "describe tha cry “Halpl" as one sentence, one clause, PR

-

ong»g:oup, one word, and ona mo:phqmap When ws consider "Helpl" as a

sentence, we describe it as donsis%ing'of one santence slement (E) which

1s sxpounded'by an indepsndent clause:

Ssan  (sentence)
C o ’ C €

-

(senténca alement) . ‘ \
Helpé .

sinilarly, wa‘can,anaiysa‘tha;santance,‘"YQQ stay'and I will‘hélp.“ l';v o

This sentence has two elaments:

It

Sen ' ’ " ’ e

,  You stay. | | and I will help

For a mors detailed or delicate dascription of santanca elements; we-

wish to make distinctions between . elements sueh as "you stay" and "and I
will help"s “Uslng the acala'and-category terms,_wq wish to know more ‘
about the indapahdent clause classes which expound thess slements. Scale

and catngory grammuriana traat the Formar alamant as a typical santanca
oo

element (Et), and the.latter & an additional sentence slament (E+). The

Et is expoundsd by a2 claUsa of the typical indspendent clausa classs _the

E+ is expounded by a clause in the additional independent clause Elasa.
The two classes of clauss are defined as followss

typical indepsndent clauss: can he the sole
exponent of a sentence '

additional independent clauss: presupposes the
: existence of a previous clause or a

. ' ~ substitutory non-linguistic event

o : (Gregory, 19663 II1, II, ps 5).

¥y~
‘%
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- Thus our example Sgntgnca cén'bevanalyéad withvgréataf delicacys:

.

\ ) b . c . o
5 - : N ‘ .

-

T E+
[ N

You stay o " and I will help. .

. IF we wish to be even mors dalicata in our description of indapandent

clausas (i.a. those clausas which operate directly in auntunca structure),

we can dascriba the ways in uhich a clause can ba additiunadaA

-l -initially additiuned additiunal indapendant clausa..k

- "You stay and I will hslg- _ Tha undarlinad clauaa is initially

'additionad by. an additiOning adjunct (and, but, so, sither ..
pr, atc.) ' '

L2

2+ minus alumant additiondﬂ additiunal indupandant clause.

'"You stays I won't." The undsrlined clauaa ia-additioned'by
the fact that it is minus the pradicator hsad slement "stay“

l
(cfe "You stay.‘ I won't stay.") The minus elesment is under-

“stood frnm the previous clauaaa

3o finitially and minus alemant additioned additional indapandent
| clausa. . ’
' ”Yuﬁ can stay but I won't." The undarlinéd_q{guse’ia additi6Had
' by both mathoda 1 and 2. |
Using a. ahurt-Form method oF notation adapted slightly from Gregnry §
- 'notation, we can now summarize ths indapandantrclagsa classes in English.

. -

through a diagfémz'

'Sva.

)

-

~
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+ addi’t:llona»in-h-..‘-..-......2
ndependent clause

. T ..
typical
~ independent
~ .clauss :

C4a

. oWl ' ._ +E"6.oocvln¢¢-3 )
initially . - minus inite “
additioned elemsnt and .

additioned minus
. ‘ element
- T _ additioned

This diagram illustratea the concept of the scals of dslicacy.
Indapandant clausa classes can bs analyssd to tha degrass of delicacy
labelled -2 or 3 according to the reasons for tha study. :

“ Apart from looking for patterns in a 1anguaga sampls once an analysis
has besn done, it iauoften uvseful to compars aspects of ona's sampla to

the results of other surveys, or to consider the sample in the context of

other generalized statements about language usags. The use of minus

‘elamant additioned clauses (+- or +a) can be considered in the latter

-

context.
vRssaaichsrs have suggested ths use of such clauses may irdicate 2
\

degree of matuiity-of language usage. Such clauses allow the”speaker to

somprass what he is saying by leaving out that which can bu understood

from & previous clause or'hon—varbal factor.

So far we have considered how indlpsndent'claussa operate in sentence |

structurse As Loban has indicated (1963: B85-B6), the study of the sub-
ordinate clauss of traditional grammax 1; also useful. Such clauses ars

known as daguhdant clauses in scals and category grammar. In order to *

’ discriba the scale and category explanation of depandsnﬁ clauses, it is

Al

'nlcassary to introduce a few more concepts and terms basic to.the'grammar.‘

We havs:aaid above that'a santencs coneisﬁs of ons or more clauses,

s clauss of ona or mora groups, and 80 Ona The following ssnténcu,”whiqh

6o | E

x




. is expoundad by a typical indepandent clause, conforms”to this description.

: Thevindependent clause consists of four groupse Three of these grDUpS

consist of a singie word, the fourth group consists of two words: -

Group f“’_‘———;;EE:§=’;£:::§§§;;,3--"“Group 4 ewese Clause
-element analysis

T
L4

Yesterday w§ ' boughh some apples.

Thﬂaa groups are axpounding clausa elamanta just as the typical indapandant

clause is BXpounding a santancu alamant. ‘The four groups expound the

following clausse elements:

L) & 7

Group 1: Adjurct (A)

> Group 2: Subject (S)

&

,Group 32 Pfadicatur (P) | -

Group 43 JComplamlntv(C)
In addition to thase elements, Gregory pbstulates a f{fth clause elemgnt
desigﬁéted i:

The clauss slements Subject, Predicator, and Complement req&ire no

vaxplanatibn here as they are terms used in traditional-grammar.' We need

"only say that the Complement slement inclu&ea the subjsctive completion,

diractvobjact, and 1ndirect objact of tiaditional grammars Distinctions

betwaan these functions are made whsn we uss a qreatsr delicacy of description.

The Z element (nominal group not in overt, i.8s S or C, relationship to

" predicator) need not concern us here because of its infrequent,occuryence.

-

The clause element Adjunct at first'saams to be a catchall for those
elemsnts which clearly are not S, P, C, or Zo Ina sensa, this description
is trum. Yet further explanation would clarify the ralatedness of the

fferent Adjuncts. For now, we nesd only mention that among the Functiuns
L8 ' , : .

G“
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of adjuncts are those functions classed ss adverbial and ad jectival (non-

defining adjectival urilts™and sentence-adjectives only) in traditional -

5 ) A

7*' g grammar{ .
- SUREE S ,
*  Thus the above example sentence can now be analysed: )
' : | sSen ‘ : :
+ : . . T ' ‘ . : My
evene ..«). evseeve ..... eevnme ..A‘p_o&o S,B_Iltence, ‘Blement
. ' o ‘analysis
- ' B B Ceeveesclause alement - =
) ) o S ' | SR analysis
- Yesterday o Me bought “some’apples. o
, ) Using.thgse’dascriptive concepts, we can analyse two dependent clause
' B, f‘ - : »

} c}}.ass'as: L ’ ‘ . ' '

- While we were at the storse, we bought what we wanted.

Tan

. < : - ,Et...............-.-.Q.......sentence el’amanb

, ;-;‘f’,_;—""_,i:::::;7’*:::::::‘§‘~;‘~‘7%<:2? analysis
/ A ‘ . P Ceseaseclaun

N

oe element
N analys;s
While'ws wers we bought  what we wanted,
at _the store : !

E)
T ' 3 . 3

The dlauaea'ﬁwhife we were at ths stors" and "what w; wanted" are not operating
dirsctly as ssntence elkments (E) a51did the clauses that we daacyibad above
es indepandent. Rathsr they act as the clauss slsmants Adjunct and Comple-

" ment reSpectivaly,vas did the groups "yéatgrday" and "some apples® in tﬁe
sentence, "Yaataréay we bought soms applgs". Thus, recalling the rank-

scale described sarlier, we sccount for thess clauses as rank-shifted or

depsndents  The two dependent clouss classes exemplified by the clauses

: "thla.we.wara‘at‘the store" and "what we wanted" are labslled Adjunctival
R . ) . _ :
‘and Nominal-dependent clauses respectively.

. ' Adjunctival dependsnt clauses perform those adverbial and adjectival

functions described above as among the functions of the clause element (}()
T . . " .




o
Adjunct.,; Nominal dapandant clausas Uparata in tha sama ‘way as do nominal
: groups, i.a. as’ tha clauaa alamants Subjact Complamant, and z alamant.
B Soma naminal clausas also oparata in a manner which cannot ha aXplainad
through aithar santanca alamant or claUSa alamant analysis. In ordar to

BXplain how thasa nomlnal dapandant clausas and how Qualifiar d;pandant :u.. y

o clausas oparata, wa must briafly dascriba nominal grOUp atructura. .

Scala and catagary grammar dascribas naminal group atructure through

. ]',,a‘ tha following tarms-"“

f‘ M(Modifiar) that which modifias and pracadas tha Head alamant L
'_d' ("tha redl ball on the tabla")
f'H(Haad)::~ tha head of tha group; bara subjact in- traditional
e -/‘w grammar ("tha rad ball on- tha tabla") -
Q(Qualifiar) that which qualiFias and follows tha Haad alamant T
("tha rad ball on tha tabla“) } .

Using thasa tarms, wa can account For tha rank-shiftad clausas in tha

: santanca "Giva whatavar you hava whlch is usaful“v ‘ e
Sgn K ;i'
' C N . .
Et.--s--.-..--.---.........-....--...Santanca elamant analYSiS

- .
\1 .

Coqoa..b.o-ob-oooomoap-ooo.ClaUSE alamant_analysis . 4

W o
A

;a...-..,-}..group alamant.analysi%

" Give whatavar you. have: + which is useful . R

t

“Whatavar you hava" is a nominal dapandant clausa oparating as the Head oF

T a nominal grOUp. This Haad alamant is’ qualifiad by the Qualifiar dapandant

clausa “which is usaful“

- : Thus we have- thraa classes of dapandant or rank-shiftad clausa-

65
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S Nominal dependent clause?' operates in clause structure as g:j

‘.anorlzlelement;“e.g.,v"While we were- at the stors, we bought o
3 R 4 . )
what we wanted". Some nominal dependent clauses ‘can operate -

i“ QrOUP structure as the Head element in a nominal group,
BeQey "Give whatever you have which is useFul“"-

bp2; Ad1unctival dggendent clause" operates as the clause elemsnt :

. Adgunct with adverbial and adjunctival (non-definiﬁg adjectiveL

: and sentence adjective) rolesy e.g., "Nhile we were at the

store, we bought what we wanted“

B Qualifier dependent clauee: operates,in groupjstrUcture'as-ths;ﬂf -
qualifier of the Head,of'a’nominal group; -e.g,,v“GivefwhateOer; .

0 ST you have,which is useful"..

, . These three classes of -dependent or rank-shifted clauses have counterparts,

of course in traditional‘grammarﬁ ' ‘n‘ t.' ‘ '_' o _ o~

“What were traditionally known as noun clauses can be seen as .
.clausss operating at S(ubject) or C(omplement) in the structure
of another clause; they will be classéd as nominal.dependent
: clauses;v Those which were.traditionally knoén asfadyerbial
clauses and those which were known-as hon-defiding relative
clauses can be seen as operating as A(dJuncts) ees in the
.structure of another clause; they will be c1assed reSpectively
as adverbial adJunctival dependent clauses and adjsctival
adJunctival dependent dlauses. What were traditionally known
as deFining relatlve claUSes can be seen ‘as opsrating as -
o 'i Q(ualifiar) in the structure oF a nominal groUp itselF expounding “
; L n-r'hian element of clause$structure; such clauses will bs olassed as x[

. qualifier,dependent clauses. (Gregory, 1966: II, 11, p. 4)
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For the purpoeee,of this etudy tentativity was chosen as one measure
- oF the complexity and level oF development oF language ueed by the students.
vhfPrevious studies of the language of elementary scheol children by both -
” Strlckland (1952) and Loban (1961, 1953) haVe demonstrated that ten’cativity :
vis a measure of language which can differentiate effective From ineffective,i
usere of language._' As Loban (1963° 53) states-v "Those subjects who :
"'proved to have the greateet power OVET - language -= by every meaeure that
v'itcould be applied, not just by the combined Teachers' Rating Scale and

Vocabulary Test - Were the subiects who most FreqUently ueed 1anquage to'

. '__grese tentativenees. _ Tentativity is indicated by clauses of oause and '

~condition and the presence of SUppositions, hypotheses, and conjertures.
The Following examples are taken from the sample monologue (Appendix A):
o | 'condition -_"I don't know if I can go“.' ‘

. oause -1 don't think it's Very good because 1 take other

1essons and I can't qo every night"v

"eupposition‘—'“but maybe I might go and maybe I'11 not be"
' The language of each taping eituation was analysed for tentativity and this
Formed along with rank—shifting a measure of complexity and development oF

" language structure.




